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Abstract
Th is paper interrogates the intersection between sustainable tourism (ST) and community-based 
tourism (CBT). It is a conceptual paper that unpacks the conceptualization of tourism and traces the 
emergence of sustainable tourism as one of the responses to conventional/mass tourism. Th e history of 
conventional tourism shows that, like any form of tourism, it has both positive and negative impacts 
on destinations. It is against this backdrop that CBT emerged. To achieve its aim, this article examined 
the main principles and attributes of CBT in CBT manuals and handbooks, focusing on two key 
concepts - sustainability and the environment. Th is examination revealed a signifi cant mismatch in 
the conception of sustainability, while it is a fundamental requirement in tourism to tackle its negative 
environmental impacts. Environmental sustainability is considered more implicit in CBT, while it is 
often less regarded in conventional/mass tourism. We argue that the sustainability of tourism should 
be an intrinsic and universal principle of all forms of tourism that governments should enforce. Th e 
fact that conventional tourism produces most of the environmental damage, it is for this reason that it 
should elevate its role to become a solid promoter of sustainable measures for environmentally-friendly 
and sustainability-friendly practices instead.
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1. Introduction  
In the last six decades, the tourism sector has continued to expand to assume the position of the fastest-
growing sector of the economy in the world (Dłużewska & Rodzos, 2018). Besides, the tourism sector 
has proven to be resilient to the economic crisis and specifi c shocks such as terrorism attacks (Fran-
gialli, 2005). It may seem surprising, but even in the face of natural disasters or terrorist attacks, the 
number of international tourists is not diminishing. Only the map of tourist destinations is changing. 
Tourism is also considered a strong incentive for other branches of the economy, such as construction, 
agriculture, or fi sheries. Hence, many governments and supranational organizations perceive tourism 
as a positive phenomenon. For example, the United Nations General Assembly declared the year 2017 
the International Year of Sustainable Tourism for Development. It was then recognized that tourism 
has the potential to be a "driver of development and peace, promoting the harmonious co-existence of 
people from all countries" (Beijing Declaration, 2016, p. 24). As such, it is a signifi cant role and a big 
responsibility for the sector. Many authors (e.g., Mansfeld, 1992; Peake, 1989; Pizam, 1978; Tosun, 
2002) consider tourism the contact of cultures, noting that the course of this contact is refl ected both 
on the host community and on tourists.  Despite the improvement in measurable indicators, tourism 
reduces the so-called subjective well-being in the receiving community (Dłużewska, 2019). Th is can 
be explained by changing the "reference" for comparison (Cummins & Nistico, 2002) or the so-called 
capacity to aspire (Appadurai, 2004). As a result, by comparing themselves with tourists, locals may 
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feel worse off , more miserable and deprived.  Eshun and Tichaawa (2020) argue that besides income 
and all other factors, local people are encouraged to preserve their culture in this global milieu, which 
erodes traditions. 
Early literature on tourism concentrated on the economic aspects of tourism, and it was generally 
optimistic about tourism. However, tourism attractions are found in fragile environments and com-
munities such that the environmental damage is greater than the economic benefi ts (Archer, Cooper 
& Ruhanen, 2005). Th us, in the 1990s, it was noted that people became more aware of the adverse 
social and environmental eff ects of tourism hitherto only benefi ts to the host countries were mentioned 
(Welford, Ytterhus, & Eligh, 1999). Today the positive and negative consequences and impacts of tour-
ism are known (Archer et al., 2005; Dłużewska, 2009; Nagarjuna, 2015). It has also been noted that 
conventional/mass tourism does not function in redistributing resources in communities (Saayman 
& Giampiccoli, 2016). Th e tourism sector also continues to produce class and regional inequalities, 
fuelling economic, environmental, and social problems (Tosun, Timothy, & Öztürk, 2003). It is also 
recognized its impacts protrude to putting heavy pressure on culture and the environment (Dłużewska 
& Rodzos, 2018). Th ese negative issues have cast doubt on tourism's reliability as a strategy for growth 
in developing countries (Tosun et al., 2003). Th us, alternative tourism concepts such as responsible 
tourism (RT), fair trade tourism (FTT), ecotourism (ET), and pro-poor tourism (PPT) have emerged 
over time (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2014). Sustainable tourism also emerged as one of the alternatives 
to conventional/mass tourism to reduce the adverse eff ects of tourism to become "almost universally 
accepted as a desirable and politically appropriate approach to tourism development" (Hashemkhani 
Zolfani, Sedaghat, Maknoon, & Kazimieras Zavadskas, 2015, p. 1). In the context of developing 
countries where the main attractions are related to the natural environment, ecotourism was considered 
a panacea for all evil. By defi nition, it was perceived as the "good" and desired form of tourism, the 
opposite of "bad" mass tourism (Smith & Eadington 1992; Croall 1995). Instead, ecotourism can 
cause even more dysfunctions than the conventionally conceived mass tourism. First, it is based on 
ecosystems, and it is straightforward to break their balance (Duff y, 2013). Secondly, in many cases, 
ecotourism occurs in places without tourism infrastructure and, therefore, does not generate an eco-
nomic function in the receiving destination (there is no possibility of leaving money). Consequently, 
it does not always help meet the social and economic needs of peripheral areas (d' Hauteserre & 
Funck, 2016). Lopes, Moreno Pires and Costa (2020) believe that because of the many pressures and 
challenges facing humanity at this time, tourism can be used to achieve the Sustainable Development 
Goals and sustainable transitions. 
Community-based tourism also emerged through advocating for a new approach to tourism develop-
ment with a narrative to counteract the negative impacts of mass tourism (Gadi Djou, Baiquni, 
Widodo, & Fandeli, 2017; López Guzmán, Sánchez-Cañizares, & Pavón 2011). Community-based 
tourism has been proposed "as a counterweight to neo-colonialism, neo-liberalism and conventional 
mass tourism" (Tolkach & King, 2015, p. 389), seemingly giving to it a more signifi cant role, not just 
to 'fi x' the current tourism sector but to restructure it against neo-colonial and neo-liberal forces. At 
the same time, these alternative forms of tourism do not represent the panacea to poverty and com-
munity development in needy communities (Saayman & Giampiccoli, 2016). CBT also allows for 
"dialogue" of host and guests, which seems to be the best solution from the perspective of "tourism as a 
contact of cultures" and that of "subjective well-being," and ask: "But do these alternatives off er viable 
responses and solutions to the existing problems as so many authors imply? Alternatively, are these new 
tourism practices further evidence of how the ebb and fl ow of tourism are conditioned and controlled 
from the First World?" (Mowforth & Munt, 2003, p. 54). New critiques are also emerging, focusing, 
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for instance, on ecotourism (Cohen & Cohen, 2012). Research on the relationship or comparison or 
establishing a correlation amongst alternative tourism forms can be found in various contexts (Dangi 
& Jamal, 2016; Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2014; Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008; Saayman & Giampiccoli, 
2016; Saayman & Giampiccoli, 2015). 
Th is article aims to investigate the relationship between sustainable tourism and CBT. It also takes the 
idea from Dangi and Jamal (2016), who did a similarly critical analysis of ST and CBT's relationship. 
Th is article will specifi cally focus on ST, as found in CBT handbooks/manuals/guidelines/standards. 
Th is is important as "Manuals/handbooks for CBT development are seen as more intrinsically linked to 
practical CBT development (at least surely this should be their aim)" (Giampiccoli & Mtapuri, 2015, 
p. 29). Community-based tourism "handbooks/manuals/guidelines should serve as the guiding tools 
for CBT development. Anyone who aims to put CBT into practice needs to fully comprehend the 
underlying ideas, principles, and components of CBT. It is, therefore, imperative to analyze and gain 
a better understanding of the theoretical tools (the CBT handbooks/manuals/guidelines) that should 
guide CBT development" (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2018, p .759). Th is article does not undermine 
the value and relevance of other sustainability matters (social, cultural, and economic) but will focus on 
environmental sustainability. Th is is done by examining defi nitions and main principles/fundamentals/
characteristics/attributes of CBT in CBT manuals/handbooks concerning two concepts: sustainabil-
ity/sustainable and nature/environment. Th e focus on environmental sustainability is the concept of 
sustainability, which "has its origins in the environmentalism that grew to prominence in the 1970s" 
(Liu, 2003, p. 460). By the same token, although it got very quickly commodifi ed and became part of 
the postmodern industry, the origins of CBT has also been traced back to the sustainable and ethnic 
tourisms of the 1970s (Ullán de la Rosa, Aledo Tur & García Andreu, 2019). Th is article presents the 
results of an investigation of ST matters as contained in CBT handbooks/manuals/guidelines. It is 
conceptual in nature as no new primary data was collected during its compilation.
2. Literature review  
2.1. Conceptualising tourism  
Th e concern over the relationship between tourism and the natural and social environments has pro-
moted the debate and the proposition of alternative forms of tourism since the 1970s (Fennell, 2006; 
Luo, Brown, & Huang, 2015; Mihalic, 2016; Mtapuri & Giampiccoli, 2017). However, it is also 
important to notice that "the origins of alternative tourism in the 1960s counterculture movement 
have largely been forgotten" (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008, p. 346). Th is 1960s origin is relevant as it 
indicates the primary aim of alternative tourism based on the counterculture movement which strove 
to reject a consumer society and alternative tourism also strove to alter prevailing social relations and 
the question is: 'Is tourism a new kind of development strategy, or more powerfully, a prime force 
within a new range of international relations?' (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008, p. 346). Th e latter question 
takes us back to the introduction, where it was asked, "But do these alternatives off er viable responses 
and solutions to the existing problems as so many authors imply? Alternatively, are these new tourism 
practices further evidence of how the ebb and fl ow of tourism are conditioned and controlled from 
the First World?" (Mowforth & Munt, 2003, p. 54).
 Defi nitions and terminology for alternative tourism are contentious (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008), and 
alternative tourism has been given diff erent names (Mihalic, 2016). For instance, alternative tour-
ism has to be named green, soft, quality, eco, responsible tourism, minimum impact tourism, ethical 
tourism, new tourism, low impacts tourism, special interest tourism, sustainable tourism and so on 
365-504 Tourism 2020 04ENG.indd   417 12/28/2020   10:53:28 AM
418TOURISM ReviewAndrea  Giampiccoli / Oliver  Mtapuri / Anna Dłużewska
Vol. 68/ No. 4/ 2020/ 415 - 433
(Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008; Welford et al., 1999). Alternative tourism has also been understood in diff e-
rent ways such "as a polarised opposite of and substitute for mass tourism; as the new niche markets 
arising due to the demands of 'new' consumers; and yet others speak of a transformation in all tour-
ism towards more benign forms" (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008, p. 346). Two issues are proposed here, 
and it is argued they should be considered as part of the same problem: fi rst "all of these new tourism 
concepts have been used, misused and to some extent usurped, and although there is a great deal of 
rhetoric surrounding sustainable tourism this is often not translated into useful action because endless 
theories regarding the concept have not been operationalized" (Welford et al., 1999, p. 166); secondly 
whatever names have been given to alternative tourism, it is proposed that all of them represent "an 
alternative to the mainstream mass tourism that has been becoming environmentally, socially, ethically 
and politically intolerable" (Mihalic, 2016, p .461). One of the terms/concepts proposed as a type of 
alternative tourism is ST (Welford et al., 1999). Sustainable tourism came out as an approach meant 
to minimize the negative impact of mass tourism and it "aims for economic viability, local prosperity, 
employment quality, social equity, visitor fulfi llment, local control, community well-being, cultural 
richness, physical integrity, biological diversity, resource effi  ciency, and environmental purity" (Sawat-
suk, Gede Darmawijaya, Ratchusanti, & Phaokrueng, 2018, p. 14). Nevertheless, within "tourism, 
there is a multitude of defi nitions for sustainability and sustainable development" (Liu, 2003, p. 460). 
Sustainability gives the tourism sector the "notion of limits and appropriate prioritisation as tourism 
becomes embedded in social and environmental contexts and not viewed merely as an economic phe-
nomenon" (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008, p. 348).
It is fundamental to keep in mind in this article two main issues. First, the application of alternative 
tourism forms such as RT, ST, and other green operations or corporate social responsibility activities 
and programs, which are, in most cases, voluntary and industry self-regulated. For example, "the Fed-
eration of Tour Operators (FTO) – the umbrella organization for the largest tour operators in the UK 
– encourages suppliers to respect mini mum wage legislation, to create corpo rate social responsibility 
and sustainable develop ment structures in mainstream corporations, and to establish sustainability ac-
creditation and award systems for suppliers" (Mitchell, 2010, p. 4, emphasis added). Similarly, in South 
Africa, "Th e Responsible Tourism Guidelines encourage tourism operators to grow their businesses 
while providing social and economic benefi ts to local communities and respecting the environment" 
(Department of Environmental Aff airs and Tourism, 2003, p. 4, emphasis added). Th e word used is 
encourage, which is not legally binding but just an encouragement to do something. As such, in the 
South African context, it has been noted that "operators seem only to recognize the need to involve 
communities in ecotourism in terms of their public relations value. Th ere was little commitment to 
supporting indigenous people's rights to benefi t from their traditional lands and wildlife. Local com-
munities must have the opportunity to be fully and actively involved in ecotourism" along all scale 
of community participation (Scheyvens, 2002, p. 72). While the use of the code of conduct and self-
regulation can be encouraged, industry owners are more eager to use greywater when gardening or to 
give a donation to a turtle saving society than "to develop partnerships with the poor or to support 
the implementation of eff ective labour rights legislation [...] Th ey may support token community 
tourism projects that assist a small number of people, rather than making long term changes so that 
their practices, including employment, training, and procurement, are more pro-poor" (Scheyvens, 
2007,  p. 140). 
However, while few industries accept government regulation without fi erce opposition, in tourism 
the responses by companies were somewhat at variance with the spirit of the regulation (Mowforth & 
Munt, 2003) and as reported from a study of "operators stated that national governments had some 
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responsibility, and nearly 60 percent of operators said that governments had total responsibility". Th is 
view was echoed by travel agents, carriers, and hotels.  "Th is points to the need for some form of au-
thorised regulation rather than voluntary self-regulation" (Mowforth & Munt, 2003, p. 206). In recent 
times, tourism companies claim to operate in a more sustainable manner such that companies were 
accepting that there is room for change (Mowforth et al., 2003). It remains to be seen if these changes 
really "aff ected the dominant mode of profi t maximisation as a motive for and a means of operating 
within this context. Alternatively, has it simply served to preserve the existing social, economic, and 
political structures in which the problems of tourism identifi ed by many authors over the last twenty 
years are inherent?" (Mowforth et al., 2003, p. 221).
2.2. Regulation and codes of conduct  
Tourism industry regulations can come from governments, professional associations, international bodies, 
and industry, but regulation emanating from industry associations are used to illegal and unethical 
conduct than is government regulation (Mowforth et al., 2003). Tourism businesses tend to want to 
ward off  government regulation and the infl uence of conservationists and environmentalists based on 
phrases such as 'business realities' 'Commercial practicalities,' 'the real world,' 'the need to keep the 
competitive edge,' (Mowforth et al., 2003, p. 221). Looked from another angle, Government involve-
ment is necessary. For example, Government's role is vital for the promulgation of policy, empowerment 
and overall capacity building (Giampiccoli, Saayman, & Jugmohan, 2014) and Government inclusion 
is necessary for practical reasons fi rst, the need to level the playing fi eld cannot be done voluntarily; 
secondly, because self-regulation is voluntary there is a likelihood to revert to short term interests by 
private fi rms at the expense of the environment, and that may include a need for government-led 
planning strategies and management initiatives (Bramwell & Lane, 2010).
However, the Government is often constrained by the global context. Th e role of Governments regard-
ing alternative tourism, self-regulation, code of conducts and other techniques while multifaceted, it 
remains arguably industry-friendly (see Mowforth, Charlton, & Munt, 2008 for a comprehensive 
exposition of matters about voluntary self-regulation, code of conduct). Tourism and CBT remain 
embedded in a global context today of neoliberalism and western-based tourism models (Bianchi, 2002; 
Saayman, & Giampiccoli, 2016). Th us, government priorities are often aligned with foreign actors 
and local elites at the disadvantage of local communities (Scheyvens, 2011). Th e Government's role is 
elucidated by de Kadt (1979), who argues that the Government sometimes represents the interests of 
specifi c groups within certain limits such that tourism policies may refl ect the infl uence of dominant 
classes to reinforce existing socio-economic patterns.  
It is relevant to mention that while various alternative tourism approaches exist, they are also con-
strained by the same self-regulatory framework through which CBT attempts to distinguish itself, 
thus, "PPT, RT and FFT are based on voluntary, self-regulating frameworks to adhere to their set of 
principles. Instead, CBT is not a self-regulating voluntary process, as it is a form of tourism with its 
own characteristics, challenges, problems, and potentials. CBT is not based on the voluntarism of 
the mainstream tourism sector but is a form of tourism that starts from within the community. It is 
not the mainstream tourism sector going to the community, but the community itself that owns and 
manages the tourism process" (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2014, p. 1673).
2.3. Nomenclatures and terminology  
Th e second issue to consider is related to the complexities of defi nitions and terminologies. Th e defi ni-
tion of each type of tourism is contested (Mtapuri & Giampiccoli, 2019). For example, in Th ailand, 
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CBT defi nitions and concepts are confusing and deserving of the development of a working defi nition 
(Boonratana, 2010). By the same token, for ST, it is observed that "there is a multitude of defi nitions 
for sustainability and sustainable development" (Liu, 2003, p. 460). It is also observed that termi-
nology about alternative tourism is frequently "unclear and overlapping or, does not necessarily mean 
in reality what the term suggests what it indicates. Terminology can be used as camoufl age and may 
contribute to the mismatch between theory (the terminology) and practice in alternative development 
approaches" (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2014, p. 1668). Terms such as ET, green tourism, adventure 
tourism, ethnic tourism to mention some have "helped fragment the concept of alternative tourism 
into disparate and often meaningless lexicon subsets. Defi ning the concept of alternative tourism is 
important because of the relationship to basic problems of human society, including environmental 
destruction, inequalities of wealth, and irresponsible development" (Th eobald, 2005, p .76; on similar 
issues see Mtapuri & Giampiccoli, 2019, p. 24). For example, whether the venture is successful or a 
failure is also a subjective judgment call based on the associated interpretation of CBT and one's world-
view and the specifi c interpretation and understanding of CBT can either emancipate disadvantaged 
communities or exploit them (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2016).  Also, discourses can be exploitative or 
emancipatory. Th is article supports tourism that is emancipatory in pursuit of social justice, empower-
ment, and self-reliance in communities.
2.4. Focusing on community-based tourism  
For this article, the aim of CBT will be highlighted, taking into account its origins and defi nitions, 
leading to the exposition of its relationship to ST and sustainability, as elaborated in the next section. 
Literature amply supports that CBT has its roots and origins in the 1970s alternative development 
milieu (Cornelissen, 2005; Giampiccoli, 2015; Karim, Mohammad, & Serafi no, 2012; Mitchell & 
Muckosy, 2008; Ruhiu, 2007; Telfer, 2009; Zapata, Hall, Lindo, & Vanderschaeghe, 2011; see Giam-
piccoli, 2015 for a history of CBT) and is intended for disadvantaged community members incorporat-
ing matters such as empowerment, sustainability, social justice and self-reliance (Giampiccoli, 2015). 
Telfer (2009) well explains in that CBT developed in the 1970s when the focus was on alternative 
development paradigms which promoted issues of local participation, self-reliance, empowerment, and 
sustainability and protruded to research in CBT, ecotourism, indigenous tourism and the emancipation 
and empowerment of women via tourism. 
Importantly, CBT is proposed explicitly for disadvantaged members in society (Tasci, Semrad, & 
Yilmaz, 2013). Communities in the margins are a crucial focus of CBT (Garraway, 2008; Giampic-
coli et al., 2018). It is deliberate that CBT was associated with terms like remote, rural, impoverished, 
undeveloped, marginalized economically depressed, poor, and small towns (Tasci et al., 2013). A CBT 
handbook explicitly links CBT, disadvantaged people, and other alternative development matters when 
proposing that "CBST [community-based sustainable tourism] primarily utilizes marginalized sectors 
of society to attain social justice and equity" (Jealous, 1998, p. 10).
While it is not the aim of this article to enter into this debate, it must be recognized that the concept 
of ''disadvantaged/poor'' people is, however, complex for which equally debates are active. However, 
and importantly, it is supported that poverty should not be understood exclusively as associated with 
the inadequacy of income and human development but should take power, voice, and representation 
into account (Zhao & Ritchie, 2007). By the same token, community development must be under-
stood in an all-inclusive perspective, not just statistical poverty data. Community-based tourism should 
aim for the empowerment and sustainability of underprivileged communities (Tasci et al., 2013). On 
the same line and, arguably, part of the same general picture is that also tourism must be holistically 
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understood, as its footprint should be measured in terms of both its economic value and pressure on 
both the nature and culture in host nations (Dłużewska & Rodzos, 2018). 
Th us, while there are communities in poverty, and could consider community-based ecotourism 
(CBET) for community development, this does not mean that tourism is good for all destinations 
and is not the only solution for contexts in poverty (Garraway, 2008). Th us, despite CBT is growing 
in popularity (Mearns & Lukhele, 2015), it "should not be regarded as a perfect, pre-packaged solu-
tion to community problems. CBT is neither a miracle cure nor a knight in shining armour that will 
gallop into rescue communities from all their troubles. If carelessly applied, CBT can create problems 
and even bring disaster upon the community" (Suansri, 2003, p. 7). Th is implies that there is no one 
size fi ts all solutions to complex challenges of poverty and inequality. Th ese complex challenges are 
context-specifi c with an associated history. Understanding the context and unpacking the history may 
yield insights useful for framing appropriate responses to community development issues holistically. 
Going back to the defi nitional complexities, it is noted that sustainability can also be a highly contested 
issue within the defi nition of CBT, which is also contested. For example, "the term CBT is commonly 
used in South Africa; the defi nition is contested and means diff erent things to diff erent people. Th e lack 
of consensus seems to stem from whether the community owns and/or manages the tourism venture 
or facilities and whether the focus is on the provision of jobs for local people, or issues of community 
involvement in decision-making and sustainability of those projects" (Strydom, Mangope, & Henama, 
2019, p .9, emphasis added). However, Strydom et al. (2019) view that many authors have accepted 
a broad defi nition of CBT whereby local people have substantial ownership, infl uence, and decision-
making power concerning community-based enterprises through which they provide their services 
to tourists. Community-based tourism projects remain within a western-based approach to tourism 
development, in which local communities understand ''tourism and tourists'' through western eyes at 
the expense of the community perspective (Sammy, 2008, p. 76). Some communities may view tourists 
as bringers of income, while others may view them as intruders into their ecosystem.  
Issues of local control, ownership, and management by the local community are fundamental to CBT 
and are equally and heavily debated in the literature. Community-based tourism has put forward 
as having two types, top-down and bottom-up, arguing that the top-down approach is supported 
by international organizations but has produced negative eff ects while the bottom-up approach has 
produced better outcomes (Zapata et al., 2011). Again, CBT distinguishes itself from the top-down 
approach by emphasizing local control and input concerning the scale of the tourism operations such 
that communities can manage tourism developments based on their own priorities and requirements 
(Johnson, 2010). Based on extant literature, two main trajectories of CBT have been proposed, the 
fi rst aims to promote a tourism that ensures the community's involvement in the profi table tourism 
industry, therefore, remaining within a neo-colonial and neoliberal context. In contrast, the second 
trajectory "is to develop the community through tourism'' with communities as owners, benefi ciaries 
and managers of their own ventures whose success is self-defi ned (Mayaka, Croy, & Wolfram Cox, 
2019, p. 178). Similarly to the previous proposition (Mayaka et al., 2019, p. 178), this article also 
supports that "CBT fi ts within this second trajectory where its values extend beyond economics". 
CBT denotes a type of tourism that is "managed and controlled by the community" (Leksakundilok 
& Hirsch, 2008, p. 214). Other defi nitions and conceptualizations in the literature follow similar lines. 
Th us CBT is a venture conceived, planned, developed, owned, managed, run and organized by the 
community for the enjoyment of the broader economic benefi ts by the community in a given territory 
through collective decision making (Nataraja & Devidasan, 2014; Johnson, 2010; Kayat, 2014; Kaur, 
Jawaid & Othman, 2016; Tasci et al., 2013; Terencia, 2018). 
365-504 Tourism 2020 04ENG.indd   421 12/28/2020   10:53:28 AM
422TOURISM ReviewAndrea  Giampiccoli / Oliver  Mtapuri / Anna Dłużewska
Vol. 68/ No. 4/ 2020/ 415 - 433
To be precise about some variation in the use of terms – especially that which is relevant about environ-
mental sustainability, ''Tourism managed by the community is called "community-based tourism". If 
that CBT is managed alongside the application of ecotourism concepts, then called "community-based 
ecotourism" (Leksakundilok, 2004, p. 33). Community-based tourism should also be considered in 
its progression to re-confi gure the tourism sector on a global scale (Saayman & Giampiccoli, 2016; 
Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2016). In this context, where CBT is envisaged as a global player and global 
transformative agent of tourism, issues related to sustainability increase their relevance with the poten-
tial for making a global impact. Th e practice of CBT should be transboundary (cutting across urban 
and rural divides); trans-vocational (cutting across various vocations, talents, abilities, and callings), 
and transdisciplinary, multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary and incorporating Big History – for the 
transversal of knowledge for the common good.    
3. Discussion: The relationship between CBT and ST  
Concerning ST and CBT, it is acknowledged that "While the discourse of sustainable tourism (ST) is 
oriented towards long-term sustainability, the literature on community-based tourism looks towards 
local-level responsibilities and practices of tourism development and management" (Dangi & Jamal, 
2016, p. 1). However, Dangi and Jamal (2016) also observe that sustainability and "community" well-
being are essential for both ST and CBT and represent the common denominator between the two. 
While there are diff erent interpretations and understandings of CBT, communities' participation and 
the benefi ts accruing to communities, including sustainability, are also proposed principles (Vietnam’s 
Responsible Tourism Programme [ESRT] & WWF Vietnam, 2013). From an Asia/Pacifi c perspective, 
the link between CBT and sustainability and the environment is documented as a way of preserving 
the biodiversity linked to livelihoods, poverty reduction and sustainability in Asia Pacifi c Economic 
Cooperation (APEC) developing countries (Asker, Boronyak, Carrard, & Paddon, 2010). Along similar 
lines, Sawatsuk et al. (2018, p. 14) characterised CBT as "a form of sustainable tourism to turn greedy 
tourism to green tourism". Community-based tourism is also included in the document Tourism and 
the Sustainable Development Goals – Journey to 2030 (United Nations World Tourism Organization 
[UNWTO] & United Nations Development Programme [UNDP], 2017), directing future tourism 
development within ecotourism and CBT framework (at least for Jamaica). For instance, Th e Jamaican 
Roadmap for sustainable development goals implements the document Tourism and the Sustainable 
Development Goals – Journey to 2030 writes: "Th e Roadmap discusses the challenges of tourism, its 
impact on the environment and the opportunity to refocus the tourism off er from a mass, low-cost 
model, towards a more sustainable model. In this context, the Roadmap underlines the value of invest-
ments in protected areas to the diversifi cation of Jamaica's tourism product through ecotourism and 
community-based tourism" (UNWTO & UNDP, 2017, p. 34).
Th e terms' sustainable' and 'CBT' have been put together to form "Sustainable CBT" to enhance 
the visitor experience while minimizing damage to the environment and culture and contributing to 
economic growth (Strydom et al., 2019).  When CBT is linked to ET, it forms CBET also to show 
specifi c diff erences amongst the terms when "Th e term "community-based ecotourism" is used to 
designate ecotourism ventures that are characterized by high environmental attentions, increased 
control and participation of the local residents, as well as signifi cant benefi ts for the host community. 
Th is notion is clearly distinguished from other ecotourism ventures that are mainly or even totally 
planned and managed by external operators and generate insignifi cant benefi ts for local people" 
(Manu & Kuuder, 2012). Th us, specifi c terminologies can also serve (at least on paper) to reinforce 
and properly distinguish others so, "Additional terms like community based sustainable tourism 
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(CBST), community-based mountain tourism (CBMT) or community-based ecotourism (CBET)" 
(Häusler & Strasdas, 2003, p. 3) each add a specifi c word ('sustainable,' 'mountain,' 'eco') to CBT 
giving to each type of CBT a specifi c context or aim. Th us, the link between CBT and sustainability 
and/or environmental issues using the term CBET can be seen, for example, when insinuating CBET 
that promotes sustainability and collective responsibility (Denman, 2001, p. 2). In the term CBET 
"ecotourism represents the ecology and nature/the environment, while CBT represents the social and 
economic aspects of community well-being" (Mtapuri & Giampiccoli, 2019, p. 30). Various authors 
explain other diff erences in their own understanding. For example, Dixey, (n.d., p. 4) argues that CBT 
emphasises community participation and a CBT that promises to "delivers net socio-economic and/or 
environmental benefi ts is considered a form of tourism that falls under the umbrella of the leading para-
digms of pro-poor tourism, responsible and sustainable tourism". Other researches, notably, Saayman 
et al., (2016) and Giampiccoli and Saayman (2014) argue for the existence of substantial diff erences 
between CBT on one side and PPT and responsible tourism on the other. Th ey argue that CBT is the 
one that is counteracting conventional/mass tourism embedded in the neoliberal framework, while 
PPT and responsible tourism are embedded and working with/within the conventional/mass tourism 
in a neoliberal framework. Th e argument is that the foundations of CBT and PPT are diff erent, and 
the philosophies that underpin them are also diff erent. While CBT supports social justice and equity, 
PPT is paternalistic and is practiced at the mercy of the privileged class whose main preoccupation is 
profi t and assigning the leftovers to PPT. 
Community-based tourism manuals/handbooks can be explicit in linking sustainability and/or en-
vironmental issues with CBT. A CBT handbook published in 1998 asserts, "Th e idea of sustainable 
tourism development – tourism which meets present needs while protecting and enhancing oppor-
tunities for the future – has been around since the 1980s. Added to this is the most recent idea that 
sustainable tourism should also be community-based, giving full and fair participation to local people 
throughout the tourism planning and development process" (Jealous, 1998, p. 2, emphasis in origi-
nal). Other CBT manuals also present various associations between CBT and sustainability and/or 
environmental issues. It reads: "Adopting good practice in Community Based Tourism contributes to 
each of the 'three pillars of sustainability' delivering social, environmental and economic benefi ts […] 
Th at is, eff ective Community-Based Tourism can address social needs, contribute to building a more 
sustainable environment, and be commercially viable" (Asker et al., 2010, p. 1). Th e Community-based 
tourism standard handbook (Suansri & Yeejaw-haw, 2013) from Th ailand proposes 'Th e Goal of the 
CBT Standard' considers CBT as a tool for sustainable destination management with community par-
ticipation. While on the one hand, Suansri (2003) links CBT to environmental conservation, on the 
other, there is a strong argument for a more comprehensive CBET term that includes environmental 
matters as there is a nil/low signifi cance of environmental sustainability in the term CBT (Mtapuri 
& Giampiccoli, 2019). Th is could increase the variety of understandings and associations (and argu-
ably the clarity) between various forms of alternative tourism. A CBT manual (Asker et al., 2010, 
p. 2) suggests that "Typically Sustainable Tourism, Community Based Tourism, Rural tourism, and 
Ecotourism have similar objectives".
Th e Operational Guidelines for Community-Based Tourism in South Africa (OGCBTSA) goes a 
step further and links CBT with sustainability and environmental issues and also reinforces the role 
of CBT in sustainability by positing that "All tourism has some impacts on the environment – it is 
unavoidable – but CBT ventures take steps to prevent and reduce negative impacts" (NDT, 2016, p. 
16, emphasis added). Th is inadvertently transfers sustainability issues onto the shoulders of CBT while 
decreasing responsibility on sustainability from other types of tourism, including conventional/mass 
tourism. Th us, research on the NDT (2016) document proposes notes:
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Th e fi ndings propose that the OGCBTSA is mostly not aligned with the fundamental principle of CBT 
as proposed in the literature. Various issues presented in the CBT framework remain weak and often 
not necessary in the defi nitions and models of CBT proposed by the OGCBTSA. In this context, this 
article indicates that the defi nitions and models of CBT in the OGCBTSA mostly lean towards the 
neoliberal approach whereby private companies can gain relevance and take on leading roles in CBT 
(Giampiccoli et al., 2018, p. 767). 
As such, an examination of the results of Table 1 and Table 2 gives an indication of the presence of 
sustainability and environmental terms in CBT defi nitions and main principles in CBT manuals/
handbooks. 
Table 1











Eff ective community 
based tourism: 
a best practice manual.
(Asker et al., 2010, p. 2).
CBT is commonly understood to be managed and owned 
by the community, for the community. It is a form of 'local' 
tourism, favouring local service providers and suppliers and 




Based Tourism Standard. 
(Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations [ASEAN], 2016, 
p. 2).
Community Based Tourism (CBT) is tourism activity, 
community owned and operated, and managed or coordinated 
at the community level that contributes to the well-being of 
communities through supporting sustainable livelihoods and 
protecting valued socio-cultural traditions and natural and 
cultural heritage resources.
√ √
Community Based Tourism 




Based Ecotourism Network 
[CCBEN], 2009, p. 3)..
Community Based Tourism (CBT) is a form of tourism owned 
and managed by community in collaboration with other 
stakeholders in order to enhance: local well-being; natural and 





Tourism in South Africa. 
(National Department of 
Tourism [NDT], 2016, p. 5).
Community-based tourism refers to any tourism business 
or activity that is located within a community, it may either be 
privately owned or managed or operated with the involvement 
of the local community members. It should be able create 
community linkages and adhere to responsible tourism1 





(Suansri, 2003, p. 14).
CBT is tourism that takes environmental, social, and cultural 
sustainability into account. It is managed and owned by the 
community, for the community, with the purpose of enabling 
visitors to increase their awareness and learn about the com-
munity and local ways of life
√ √
Community-based tourism for 
conservation and develop-
ment: a resource kit.
(The Mountain Institute, 2000, 
p. 1).
Community-based Tourism is a visitor-host interaction that has 
meaningful participation by both, and generates economic and 
conservation benefi ts for local communities and environments.
X √




Noakes, & Day, 2007, p. 9).
Community-based tourism (CBT) is a type of sustainable 
tourism that promotes pro-poor strategies in a community 
setting. CBT initiatives aim to involve local residents in the 
running and management of small tourism projects as 
a means of alleviating poverty and providing an alternative 
income source for community members. CBT initiatives also 
encourage respect for local traditions and culture as well as for 
natural heritage.
√ √
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Handbook on community 
based tourism "How to 
develop and sustain CBT".
(Hamzah & Khalifah, 2009, 
p. 4).
Community based tourism (CBT) is a community development 
tool that strengthens the ability of rural communities to manage 
tourism resources while ensuring the local community's partici-
pation. CBT can help the local community in generating income, 
diversifying the local economy, preserving culture, conserving 
the environment and providing educational opportunities.
X √
Training Manual for 
Community-Based Tourism.
(Häusler & Strasdas, 2003, 
p. 3).
CBT is a form of tourism in which a signifi cant number of local 
people has substantial control over, and involvement in its 
development and management. The major proportion of the 
benefi ts remains within the local economy.
X X
Vietnam community based 
tourism handbook: a market-
based approach. (Vietnam’s 
Responsible Tourism 
Programme [ESRT] & WWF 
Vietnam, 2013, p. 5)..
CBT provides visitors with an experience of local life, in which 
local communities are directly involved in tourism activities and 
get socio-economic benefi ts from tourism activities and take 











Community-based ecotourism (CBET) / Community-based sustainable tourism (CBST)
Making ecotourism work. 
A manual on establishing 
community-based 
Ecotourism enterprise (CBEE) 
in the Philippines.
(Calanog, Reyes, & Eugenio, 
2012, p. 187).
Community-based Ecotourism Enterprise is an enterprise 
controlled and managed by concerned local people and 






(Denman, 2001, p. 2).
Ecotourism is a "responsible travel to natural areas that 
conserves the environment and sustains the well-being of local 
people. This defi nition not only implies that there should be 
a recognition of, and positive support for, the conservation of 
natural resources, both by suppliers and consumers, but also 
that there is a necessary social dimension to ecotourism. The 
term 'community-based ecotourism' takes this social dimen-
sion a stage further. This is a form of ecotourism where the local 
community has substantial control over, and involvement in, its 
development and management, and a major proportion of the 





(Jealous, 1998, p. 2).
Community-based sustainable tourism (CBST) implies that the 
tourism development concept should focus on the develop-
ment of the community in a manner where the natural resource 
is protected and maintained for continued utilization. CBST is a 
vision for community empowerment and alternative model of 
tourism development.
√ √
Table 1 shows that in 13 CBT manuals/handbooks, there is a total of 26 results unevenly split between 
the number of times the word sustainability and the natural environment are mentioned. Eleven 
manuals mention the environment with a positive (√) outcome. Six out of 13 manuals mention sus-
tainability also positively. Whereas, the mentioning of the environment is negative in 2 occurrences 
and the sustainability is negative seven times (represented by a negative X).
Table 1 showing that the natural environment is mentioned in the defi nitions of the 11 of the 13 
manuals can refl ect some high-level awareness of the need to preserve the environment, which has 
gained currency in contemporary times. On the other hand, in Table 1, there is some paucity in terms 
of the number of times sustainability is mentioned. 
It is interesting to note that the defi nition by Calanog et al. (2012) in Table 1 on CBET shows a nega-
tive (X) for sustainability. Th e same defi nition by Calanog et al. (2012) does not refer to the natural 
environment, but because it being CBET and 'selling' ecotourism services, it seems implicit that it is 
related to the environment (thus it has been marked as a positive outcome (√). On the other hand, 
Table 1 Continued
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this anomaly could also be seen as an inaccurate contextualization of CBET, and, importantly, it not 
guaranteed the conservation/protection (sustainability) of the natural environment. Th at is, it is here 
proposed that any CBET defi nition, contrary to what is proposed by Calanog et al. (2012), should have 
included both sustainability and natural environment issues. Th ese two matters cannot be considered 
implicit but instead should be part of it to refl ect their importance in CBET. In Table 1, there is a 
preponderant inclusion of sustainability and/or natural environment in the CBT defi nitions in CBT 
manuals/handbooks. However, on the one hand, more than half of the defi nitions (seven out of 13) 
do not explicitly include sustainability.
On the other hand, the natural environment is often mentioned in many of the cases. Current times 
dictate that both are a sine qua non in all forms of tourism. Table 2 looks at how these two words are 
mentioned in the main fundamental principles contained in these CBT Handbooks.
Table 2 
Presence of terms sustainability and/or natural environment in CBT specifi cally in listed main fundamental prin-














a best practice 
manual.
(Asker et al., 2010, 
p. 3).
• Aiming to benefi t local communities, particularly rural or indigenous 
people's or people in small towns, contributing to their wellbeing and the 
wellbeing of their cultural and environmental assets
• Hosting tourists in the local community
• Managing a tourism scheme communally
• Sharing the profi ts/benefi ts equitably
• Using a portion of the profi ts/resources for community development and/or 
to maintain and protect a community cultural or natural heritage asset (e.g. 
conservation)










• Involve and empower community to ensure ownership and transparent 
management,
• Establish partnerships with relevant stakeholders,
• Gain recognised standing with relevant authorities,
• Improve social well-being and maintenance of human dignity,
• Include a fair and transparent benefi t sharing mechanism,
• Enhance linkages to local and regional economies,
• Respect local culture and tradition,
• Contribute to natural resource conservation,
• Improve the quality of visitor experiences by strengthening meaningful 
host and guest interaction, and












[CCBEN], 2009, p. 3).
• Involve and empower community members to ensure ownership and 
transparent management
• Establish partnership with relevant stakeholders
• Gain legal recognition from relevant authorities
• Achieve social well-being and human dignity
• Establish a fair and transparent benefi t sharing mechanism
• Enhance linkages to local and regional economy
• Respect the local culture and tradition
• Contribute to natural resource conservation
• Improve quality of visitor experiences by strengthening meaningful host 
and guest interaction
• Work towards fi nancial self-suffi  ciency.
X √
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(Suansri, 2003, p. 12).
• Recognize, support and promote community ownership of tourism;
• Involve community members from the start in every aspect;
• Promote community pride;
• Improve the quality of life;
• Ensure environmental sustainability;
• Preserve the unique character and culture of the local area;
• Foster cross-cultural learning;
• Respect cultural diff erences and human dignity;
• Distribute benefi ts fairly among community members;









• Must contribute to increasing and/or improving conservation of natural 
and/or cultural resources, including biological diversity, water, forests, 
cultural landscapes, monuments, etc;
• Must contribute to local economic development through increasing tourism 
revenues and other benefi ts to community participants, and ideally to an 
increasing number of participants;
• Must have a level of participation ideally progressing toward self-mobiliza-
tion, but not always necessarily so; and
• Has a duty to the visitor to provide a socially and environmentally respon-
sible product.
√ √





(Twining-Ward et al., 
2007, p. 9).
• Gender equity, 
• Poverty reduction, 
• Business sustainability, and 
• Local capacity development.





tourism "How to 
develop and sustain 
CBT".
(Hamzah & Khalifah, 
2009, p. 4).
• Involving appreciation not only of nature, but also of indigenous cultures 
prevailing in natural areas, as part of the visitor experience;
• Containing education and interpretation as part of the tourist off er;
• Generally, but not exclusively, organised for small groups by small, special-
ised and locally owned businesses;
• Minimising negative impacts on the natural and socio-cultural environment;
• Supporting the protection of natural and cultural areas by generating eco-
nomic benefi ts from it;
• Providing alternative income and employment for local communities; and





(Häusler & Strasdas, 
2003, p. 3).
• Includes education and interpretation as part of the tourism service;
• Increases local and visitor awareness of conservation;
• Is generally, but not exclusively, organised for small groups by small, special-
ised and locally owned businesses;
• Minimises negative impacts on the natural and socio-cultural environment;
• Supports the protection of natural areas by generating economic benefi ts 








Programme (ESRT) & 
WWF Vietnam, 2013, 
p. 5).
• Social equity.
• Respect local cultural and natural heritage
• Benefi t sharing











Community-based ecotourism (CBET) / Community-based sustainable tourism (CBST)
Making ecotourism 
work. A manual on 
establishing commu-
nity-based Ecotourism 
enterprise (CBEE) in 
the Philippines.
(Calanog et al., 2012, 
p. 187).
• It is concerned with the protection of the environment
• It aims to provide a meaningful satisfaction to visitors.
• There is equitable distribution of income and share benefi ts to local com-
munity
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(Denman, 2001, p. 2).
• Involving appreciation not only of nature, but also of indigenous 
cultures prevailing in natural areas, as part of the visitor experience;
• Containing education and interpretation as part of the tourist off er;
• Generally, but not exclusively, organised for small groups by small, 
specialised and locally owned businesses (while recognising that foreign 
operators also market and operate ecotourism);
• Minimising negative impacts on the natural and socio-cultural environment;
• Supporting the protection of natural areas by generating economic benefi ts 
for the managers of natural areas;
• Providing alternative income and employment for local communities; and
• Increasing local and visitor awareness of conservation.













Note: In Operational Guidelines for Community-Based Tourism in South Africa. (NDT, 2016) there was not specifi c list/indication of CBT main principles/
fundamentals/characteristics/attributes. Therefore the document has been excluded from Table 2.
Table 2 shows that of the 12 manuals, all 12 mentions the environment while only 2.5 cases of the 12 
mention the concept of sustainability. Specifi cally, while all of the outcomes for the natural environment 
are positive, the consideration of sustainability has only two positive outcomes against nine negative 
outcomes (and a half negative half positive outcome). Th e results in Table 2 seem to show that while 
the natural environment is regarded highly as a CBT principle, the specifi c concept of sustainability is 
much less so based on only 2 out of 12 as contained in CBT principles in CBT manuals/handbooks. 
If the result of Table 1 and Table 2 are put together, the result indicates that while the natural environ-
ment is almost always mentioned (total of 23 of 25 times), the concept of sustainability, on the other 
side, is less likely to be mentioned (16.5 negatives against 8.5 positive presences). 
A recent study by Giampiccoli and Saayman (2017) questions a situation whereby the poor are expected 
to run and manage their CBT venture while taking care of the environment while for conventional 
tourism, this appears to be voluntary. Th e results produced in this article corroborate this opinion in 
which the protection/conservation/awareness of the natural environment is part of the defi nition or 
main principles – thus 'offi  cially' – related to CBT. It is argued here that this does not seem to be the 
case with the other types of t Tourism 2020 04EN Tiskara Osijek šaljem ourism, notably conventional/
mass tourism, where the defi nition does not 'offi  cially' include nature conservation/protection. It is also 
evident from this article that the concept of sustainability in the defi nition or main principles of CBT 
is often absent. Th is should be seen as negative in the same way as it should be in any other form of 
tourism. It is argued that "sustainability" should be part and parcel of the general defi nition of tourism, 
not an option but an imperative in modern times (Mtapuri & Giampiccoli, 2019). As written in the 
document Making tourism more sustainable. A guide for policymakers (United Nations Environment 
Programme [UNEP], & UNWTO, 2005, p. 2) "Sustainable tourism is not a discrete or special form 
of tourism. Rather, all forms of tourism should strive to be more sustainable".
However, the Tourism and the Sustainable Development Goals – Journey to 2030 (UNWTO & UNDP, 
2017) the Administrator of the United Nations Development Programme mention that UNDP and 
UNWTO and all stakeholders from the public and private sectors will pursue all eff orts that support 
countries to achieve sustainable development using tourism as one of the tools to do so (Steiner, 2017). 
Indeed, the role to enhance sustainability in tourism is expected of all stakeholders (private sector, 
communities, governments, Non-governmental organisations).
Table 2 Continued
365-504 Tourism 2020 04ENG.indd   428 12/28/2020   10:53:29 AM
429TOURISM ReviewAndrea  Giampiccoli / Oliver  Mtapuri / Anna Dłużewska
Vol. 68/ No. 4/ 2020/ 415 - 433
4. Conclusion  
Th is article's results show that in almost all cases (23 positives against two negative), CBT manuals/
handbooks link CBT to the natural environment. Whereas the concept of sustainability is much less 
frequent, with 16.5 negative mentions against 8.5 positives. Th e outcome related to the natural envi-
ronment is positive to the extent that this is a necessity – but debatable to the extent that it seems to 
shifts the burden of natural conservation to CBT but not to all other tourism sectors (notably conven-
tional/mass tourism). Sustainability is a fundamental requirement in tourism – as much in any other 
industry – to tackle the various negative environmental impacts. Matters of sustainability and nature 
conservation should not only be associated with CBT but with all tourism sub-sectors who should be 
protagonists in sustainability and nature conservation eff orts. 
At the same time CBT should be considered for what it is worth and not negatively perceived, for 
example, "Negative attitudes exist within the industry towards community tourism products which 
are often viewed with skepticism and regarded as inferior within the formal sector" (Government of 
Barbados', 2012, p. 10). As such, it has been proposed, "Th e name CBT is unsellable!' In Th ailand, 
it took years of eff ort before community-based tourism was recognized, and stakeholders in public 
and private sectors accepted that community members could manage their own tourism programs" 
(Suansri & Yeejaw-haw, 2013, p. 9). Sustainability and, especially, environmental issues are considered 
more implicit in CBT, but at the same time, CBT is often regarded as inferior to conventional/mass 
tourism. Th is shows that there is a glaring mismatch in conception. Th e following implications are 
pertinent to policy and practice. Sustainability of tourism should be a requirement and enforced in 
all tourisms (the plural is deliberate).
In other words, while the sustainability of tourism should be an intrinsic principle of CBT – it should 
a universal principle applied to all tourisms. Governments should enforce sustainability parameters in 
all tourisms based on each sector/company's resources, capacities, and, taking into account the level 
of negative impacts caused. Th is issue "does not mean that CBT should not respect the environment 
but that both CBT and conventional tourism should be regarded similarly concerning environmental 
issues. Th is is because CBT should be seen as a form of tourism on its own not a subsystem of the 
conventional tourism sector, CBT and conventional tourism are two diff erent approaches of tourism 
that run parallel" (Giampiccoli & Saayman, 2017, p. 9). It is the conventional tourism sector that 
produces most of the damage, more than the CBT sector. Th is implies that since it is the conventional 
sector with a more technological and fi nancial capacity than CBT, it should spearhead the establish-
ment and promotion of sustainable measures in practice. It is unjust and paternalistic to propose 
that disadvantaged people in society should take care of 'sustainability' and the natural environment. 
Conventional/mass tourism should also adhere to sustainability criteria and environmental matters, 
even legally, if necessary. By implication, if CBT is considered more sustainable and environmentally 
friendly, it should be promoted and facilitated at greater scale such that CBT principles should in-
fl uence and circumscribe the whole tourism sector (see Saayman & Giampiccoli, 2016) leading to 
a more sustainable approach to tourism, in general, that is both environmentally-friendly as well as 
sustainability-friendly. Th e ultimate outcome would be a smart CBT that is both sustainability and 
environmentally friendly.  
Notes:
1 Responsible tourism "Refers to a tourism management strategy in which the tourism sector and tourists take 
responsibility to protect and conserve the natural environment, respect and conserve local cultures and ways 
of life, and contribute to stronger local economies and a better quality of life for local people" (NDT, 2016:5).
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